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EDITORIAL 


"Dear and Gracious Readers, 
Here goes in the name of God 
and of our illustrious 
patrons. Here we are at 
last." 

Some readers may recognise these 
words - they introduced the ‘Editor’s 
letter’ of the very Erst issue of DayUght, 
back in May 1977, under the direction 
of the late John Campbell. He 
continued: 

"It was decided to bring out 
this amateurish effort as a 
matter of urgency, for too 
much time has already been 
lost. The first purpose of 
this newsletter is, of 
course, to provide a means of 
communication between the 
members of our scattered 
group. The second - perhaps 
even more urgent - is to give 
data to those gallant 
schoolchildren who, without 
any popular works to draw 
upon, have been defying their 
Evolutionist mentors in the 
schools, defying them and all 
the popular Evolutionist 
pamphlets. For more than a 
decade our schoolchildren 
have been subject to a 
battery of Evolutionist 
propaganda in the schools, 
without ever having had a 
reply to hand." 


Over the past twenty-five years, despite 
multi-billion dollzir expenditure on 
promoting neo-Darwinism on TV, 
films, pubEshing, museums, school text 
books, computer programs, magazines, 
etc., pubHc opinion polls show that the 
counter-evolution groups have 
increased their influence. Back in 1977, 
the word ‘Creationist’ had hardly ever 
been mentioned in the popular media. 
Thanks in particular to the public 
debates and publications of American 
scientists, it became impossible to deny 
that a significant minority of 
well-qualified experts had rejected the 
claims of Darwin and his disciples. 

Having assumed the pretence that there 
was no case to answer, the evolutionists 

found they were losing the argument by 
default Individuals and groups then 
arose to defend the theory of Evolution 
and ever more stridentiy attack the 
creationists, even ironically in the name 
of ‘civil liberty’ and ‘true science’. This 
served only to expose the paucity of 
their evidence and rational argument 
and spur on the anti-evolutionist cause. 

Very few Catholics in the 1970s had 
been exposed to any cogent scientific 
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arguments for believing in a recent 
Creation. Having been severely warned 
off following a Protestant 
‘fundamentalist’ attitude to the Bible, 
most Catholics assumed that the 
Church had accepted that the world 
was very old and humans probably 
evolved from animals, but so long as we 
believed that ‘God did it’, our faith was 
secure. The more avant-garde were 
questioning the existence of Adam and 
Eve, Eden, Noah and the Flood, and 
the veracity of the Old Testament. The 
trendy clergy read Teilhard de Chardin 
tmd Karl Rahner and passed them on 
to academics, teachers and students. As 
Pope John Paul II was later to admit, 
evolution had become “more than a 
hypothesis”. Creationist Catholics were 
a very rare species. 

We still are - but the situation has 
changed. Over the past quarter of a 
century, a very small number of activists 
have been spreading the news among 
Catholics that good science does 
support Biblical truth and the doctrines 
of the Faith, through letters and articles 
in the media, pamphlets, lecmres, tapes, 
books, videos, even some appeartmces 
on radio and TV. The message needed 
to be preached to the faithful, the clergy 
and particulcurly to the Hierarchy. Now, 
as you can read in this issue, there htis 
been a m^or conference in Rome. The 
message is getting through to the 
Vatican and the truth will not be 
stopped. 


“And now, therefore, I say to you, refrain from 
these men and let them ahne; for f this council 
or this work be of men, it will come to nought; 
Bui fit be of God, you cannot overthrow it, lest 
perhaps you be found even to fight (gainst 
God” (Acts 5; 38-39.) 

As stated earlier, the aim of Daylight 
has been to help inform Catholics of the 
key issues of the evolution-creation 
debate, considered from the viewpoint 
of the assenting (as opposed to the 
dissenting) Catholic, and to further the 
propagation of suitable publications and 
news of talks and events. Though still 
admittedly amateurish in format, there 
has been much appreciation expressed 
over the years for its useful contents. 
Like with the original newsletter, 
production dates have often failed to 
meet our optimistic targets. Though 
some 200 subscribers have died or 
failed to renew over the past 15 years, 
some generous donations have helped 
keep us afloat financially. However, 
with fewer than 200 paying subscribers 
at a time, it is still essentially a one-man 
voluntary operation, dependent on free 
time and personal circumstances. 

The latter having been particularly 
unfavourable over the past y'ear, I had 
reached the point earlier this year of 
deciding that I would not be able to 
continue producing the magazine for 
the foreseeable future unless more help 
was forthcoming. My first issues were 
typed on a manual typewriter and 
photocopied. Then I purchased an 
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electronic typewriter, later a word 
processor and most recently the text has 
been a combination of photocopying, 
word processing and using the 
computer, all finally cut and pasted. I 
had been wondering for some time if it 
could be redesigned to make it easier to 
publish using my computer. I 
approached a student fiiend, who is 
working for a degree in graphic design, 
for some advice. To my delight, though 
busy with his course, he welcomed the 
opportunity to hone his skills on a new 
project, and offered to help not only to 
design a new cover picture but process 
the whole issue. Using a new computer 
program and scanner should save time 
in publishing future issues. We hope you 
like the result. 

My (optimistic!) plan is now to produce 
three issues a year, to appear around 
April, July and October, so avoiding 
various difficulties of production and 
mailing over the Christmas holiday. 
The compensation is increasing the 
paper and print quality and expanding 
the size to 40 pages. Naturally, this will 
increase the cost of production, and also 
increase the postage by 70% per copy. 
My printer has previously very kindly 
kept the' printing cost down to just 
under ^{(l per copy, but this is likely to 
rise significandy. I therefore think it is 
prudent, and in line with the suggestions 
of several subscribers, to ask you, if you 
can afford it, to offer ;(jl0 per annum / 
three copies. This will normally supply 
you with the Spring, Summer and 


Autumn issues, with renewals in the 
New Year. If necessary, a short 
newsletter or new resource list may be 
mailed after Christmas. 

I hope this will make it easier for me to 
prepare interesting material for the 
magazine and produce it more 
regularly. I also intend to improve and 
expand the ‘Spotlight’ series of short 
articles. 

It is nearly ten years since I wrote to all 
the members of the Hierarchy in 
England and Wales (and later Scodand 
and Ireland) to inform them about this 
movement and invite their support. 
Sadly, the response was predictably 
minuscule. I would like to give them 
another chance - there are, of course, 
also some new Bishops. Hopefully I can 
provide the funds - perhaps someone 
could offer to help frame a suitable 
letter and organise the mailing. 

This is now, more than ever in our 
lifedmes, the time for raising our hopes. 
Let us renew our prayers to our glorious 
Patrons that there may soon be a real 
breakthrough in the Vatican and a firm 
re-statement of tradition in regard to 
Origins, Science and the Bible. 

Thank you so much for your continued 
personal support and prayers over these 
difficult years. 

Anthor^ Nevard 
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Kolbe Center 

Letter Jan 2003 

Kolbe Centerfor the Study of Creation 


For me Tou hxwe created the sides scattered with 
stars... and all the beaut^l things on earth 
(St. Maximilian Kolbe) 
http://www.kolbecenter.org 

The Baptism of Our Lord 

Dear Friends of the Kolbe Center, 

Praised be Jesus and Mary! 

As the new year begins, I am writing to 
thank you for your prayers and to give 
you an end-of-the-year report on the 
work of the Kolbe Center. I am happy 
to report that our primary goal for the 
past year has already been 
accomplished. By the grace of God, we 
have established a forum for Catholic 
theologians, philosophers, and natural 
scientists who reject molecules to mcui 
evolution and who uphold the 
Traditional teaching of the Church on 
creation. A growing number of Catholic 
experts in various areas of learning have 
joined with us and helped us to refine 
the case for special creation. Through 
our website (www.kolbecenter.org). 


tapes, and conferences, we have begun 
to circulate this information to Catholics 
and non-Catholics all over the world. 

By the grace of God, I believe that we 
are now in a position to make major 
inroads on behalf of the true Catholic 
doctrine of creation. We have 
assembled a formidable company of 
Catholic experts in theology, 
philosophy, and natural science. With 
the help of these experts, we can show 
that a correct understanding of the 
origins of man and the universe can 
only be achieved in light of the 
unchanging and unchangeable Catholic 
teaching on the interpretation of Sacred 
Scripture. According to this doctrine — 
articulated by Pope Leo XIII in his 
encyclical Providentissimus Deus — the 
literal and obvious sense of Scripture" as 
intended by the sacred authors must be 
believed unless reason or necessity force 
us to reject that teaching in favor of an 
exclusively figurative interpretation. 
Against the background of this doctrine, 
we can also show that Lateran Council 
rV, the Council of Florence, and 
Vatican Council I, properly expounded 
with the help of the Fathers and Doctors 
of the Church, strongly support special 
creation. Finally, we can show that the 
findings of modem natural science 
harmonize with special creation and 
contradict the fantastic theories of 
evolutionists and progressive 
creationists. 

The increasing number of Catholic 
experts who have embraced special 
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creation — as well as the impressive 
weight of their arguments — have 
forced the Catholic press to give special 
creation a respectful hearing. The 
Second International Catholic 
Conference on Creation in October 
received favorable, almost full-page 
coverage from the Arlington Catholic 
Herald as well as from two nationally 
syndicated Christian radio programs. 
Our International Symposium on 
Creation in Rome, October 24-25, 
2002, was also given favorable coverage 
by two major Italian newspapers. 



While in Rome, at a private audience, 
three members of Kolbe’s advisory 
council and I received the blessing of 
Pope John Paul II upon the symposium 
and upon the Work of the Kolbe Center. 
Far from being opposed to our efforts, 
the Holy Father studied our program 
with great interest. After the 
symposium, sedimentologist Guy 
Berthault met privately with Cardinal 
Ratzinger who expressed a keen interest 
in receiving the proceedings of the 
symposium. In addition, a number of 


Kolbe’s advisory council members met 
with other Vatican officials who 
expressed a similar interest. By 
publishing and distributing the 
symposium proceedings, we believe that 
we will be able to make great strides 
toward re-establishing special creation 
as the authentic Catholic doctrine of 
origins. Not only will the symposium 
book of proceedings show the consensus 
of the Fathers and doctors of the 
Church on such points as the historical 
character of Genesis 1-11, the creation 
of Eve from Adam’s side, and a global 
flood. It will also show that this 
consensus determined the intended 
meaning of the authoritative statements 
on creation made by Lateran Council 
rV, the Council of Florence, and 
Vatican Council I. Properly understood, 
in light of this consensus, these council 
statements strongly support special 
creation within a young earth 
framework. 

In his paper on the Fathers of the 
Church on Genesis 1-11, Robert 
Sungenis shows that the Lateran IV 
statement "from the beginning God 
created all things" had one of two — 
and only two — meanings. According 
to the first interpretation, God created 
all of the prototypes, or essences, of all 
of the different kinds of creatures in six 
natural days, in keeping with the plain 
and obvious sense of Genesis 1. This 
was the consensus of the Fathers for 
more than 300 years after the 
Resurrection. The only other view that 
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was ever entertained by the Fathers was 
the highly speculative view of St. 
Augustine that God created all of the 
prototypes, or essences, of the various 
kinds of creatures instantaneously and 
revealed them to the angels in phases, 
symbolized by the six days. In short, the 
authoritative teaching of Lateran IV 
leaves the Church with only two viable 
interpretations of Genesis 1 — either 
creation in six natural days of all the 
essences from which present day 
creatures are descended; or 
instantaneous creation of those essences. 
Either view excludes evolution and long 
ages of time. 

In their papers for the symposium, 
French philosopher Dominique Tassot 
and American theologian Fr. Victor 
Warkulwiz point out that the only 
reason why the historical reliability of 
Genesis 1-11 was called into question in 
the nineteenth century was the 
supposed "fact" of the geologic time 
scale. But, as physicist Dr. Robert 
Bennett explains in his paper on "dating 
methods," creation and the flood were 
singularities whose exact nature Ccmnot 
be known through the methods of the 
natural sciences. Indeed, the details of 
creation and the flood can only be 
known with certitude through divine 
revelation. Moreover, as sedimentologist 
Guy Berthault has demonstrated, 
cutting edge geology and sedimentology 
have completely invalidated the 
principles on which the geologic time 
scale was based. 


In conclusion, in the two years since the 
Kolbe Center was incorporated on the 
Feast of the Immaculate Conception in 
the Jubilee Year 2000, your prayers and 
financial support have helped us to 
create a respected Catholic forum for 
special creation. In order to seize the 
opportunity that Divine Providence has 
given us with your help, we have 
committed ourselves to the following 
course of action: 

Prepare a book of proceedings for the 
Rome Symposium that can be 
presented to Cardinal Ratzinger, to 
other influential members of the Curia, 
and to other Church leaders. 

Make our work known through the 
media, including the worldwide web. (I 
have been invited to an interview by 
Catholic Answers Live, possibly in the 
next two months, which hopefully 
signals a breakthrough to major 
Catholic media in the very near future.) 
Plan a Second International Catholic 
Conference on Creation at a new 
location in Virginia in June of 2004 and 
a second Rome Symposium in late 2003 
or early 2004. (The Rome Symposium 
must be organized to include the 
participation of Cardinal Ratzinger and 
at least one or two other Curia 
Cardinals or their high-level 
representatives.) 

Cultivate relationships with Orthodox 
bishops and clergy who share our 
commitment to the traditional doctrine 
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of creation. Apart from being the true 
"ecumenism," this may well be one of 
the best ways to win additional support 
from Pope John Paul II whose top 
priority is to end the eastern schism. 

If these four goals can be achieved — 
and I am certain that they can be 
achieved by the grace of God — in the 
near future we hope to see the 
formation of a new Vatican commission 
to reexamine the evidence from 
Scripture, Tradition, and natural 
science with regard to origins. 

To achieve these goals, it will be 
necessary for the Kolbe Center to 
substantially increase its financial base. 
Thanks to your prayers and financial 
support in 2002,1 was able to work for 
the Center part-time and to use the 
donations and revenues of the Center to 
pay all of our expenses for the Arlington 
conference and for our other activities. 
However, to accomplish the goals 
mentioned above, I will need to devote 
more time to the apostolate and to 
spend more money on our activities. 
The publication and distribution of the 
Rome Symposium book of proceedings 
alone will cost several thousEind dollars. 
Please consider making a commitment 
to support tbe Kolbe Center as a 
regular prayer supporter and monthly 
donor on the enclosed book and tape 
order form. 

Three hundred years ago, the great 
Saint Louis de Montfort complained to 


the Lord that "Your Gospel is thrown 
aside, torrents of iniquity flood the 
whole earth carrying away even your 
servants. The whole land is desolate, 
ungodliness reigns supreme, your 
sanctuary is desecrated and the 
abomination of desolation has even 
contaminated the holy place" (Prayer 
for Missionaries, 5). We can now 
identify the demon of naturalism as a 
primary cause of these evils. But St. 
Louis also spoke of a future time when 
God will intervene with a "deluge of 
fire, love, and justice," "destroying sin" 
and error and restoring the Church 
(Prayer for Missionaries, 13, 15, 24-25; 
True Devotion, 49-56). Can we doubt 
that the vindication of the truth of 
creation will play an integral part in this 
restoration? 

Thank you for all that you are doing for 
the Kingdom of God. 

Yours in the love of the Most Holy 
Trinity, 

Hugh Owen, 

Director 

The Kolbe Center for the Study of 
Creation 


Published by kind pemdsswn of Hugh Owen 
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Robert Sungenis and Kolbe 
Symposium members meet the 
Pope and Cardinal Ratzingerl 


that, interpreted literally, Genesis gives 
us an accurate record of the beginning 
of the world. 


by Robert Sungenis 

On October 24-25, the Kolbe Center 
for Creation held their international 
symposium in Rome. Scientists and 
theologians from all over the world 
came to the event. It was held at the 
Parco Tirreno hotel just a few miles 
from Vatican City. Each participant 
presented papers and speeches in their 
respective fields of endeavour during 
the two days. The audience included 
mostly university students, but also had 
a few clerics and lay folk. 


On the second day of the symposium, 
five members of the Kolbe team, 
including myself, were invited to a 
private mass with Pope John Paul II. 
This was an exciting time for all of us. 
As we wound our way through the 
endless halls and the multitude of Swiss 
guards leading up to the area of the 
Pope's private residence, we finally 
arrived at the small marble chapel. 
The pope, with his back to us, was 
sitting in his chair reading his breviary. 
The mass began a few moments later 
and we heard that all-familiar voice of 
his reverberate through the chapel. He 
struggled to say the mass, however. As 
we have seen on TV, his words are 
slurred and his neck and head are bent 



over at almost a 90 degree angle. After 
the mass was over, he turned to the 
dozen or so people gathered in the 
chapel and gave his papal blessing. 

Following the mass, the participants 
were granted a private audience with 
the pope. (We were in the same room 
that the American cardinals met the 
pope in their recent visit this past 
summer). The five members of the 


The speeches given by the participating 
memhers were quite stirring. Most of 
them were scientific in nature. They 
gave scientific evidence supporting a 
young earth and ex nihilo creation, 
along with showing the faults of 
evolutionary theory. Since my 
expertise is biblical exegesis, I 
presented two papers in two speeches, 
the first regarding a detailed exegesis of 
Genesis 1-2, the second on Genesis 
3-11. The audience was convinced 


Kolbe team were allowed to visit with 
him as the last group so we could have 
the longest time with the Pope. Each of 
us knelt down in front of the pope, 
kissed his hand, and told him some 
details about the Kolbe symposium 
that was taking place. He listened 
intently. Some of the team members 
presented literature to him. He blessed 
us one-by-one and, sooner than we 
knew it, our time with him was over, 
and he was escorted away to his 
apartment, cane in hand, by his 
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assisteints. It was a very moving 
experience. 

That same day, three of the Kolbe 
team were invited to speak with 
Cardinal Ratzinger at the Vatican. 
Within that 20 minute period, the team 
members told the Cardinal some 
important details about the 
symposium. There was a short 
discussion on the Creation/Evolution 
controversy. The Cardinal admitted 
his partiality to evolution. At one point 
in the discussion he claimed that oil 
and coal were made millions of years 
ago. Unfortunately, the Cardinal did 
not get to hear the paper delivered by 
Dr. Robert Bennett of the Kolbe team. 
In that speech Dr. Bennett showed that 
coal and oil can be shown to have been 
created in a very short time. 

Also present at this meeting was the 
renowned sedimentologist Dr. Guy 
Berthault of France. Dr. Berthault, a 
member of the French Academy of 
Sciences, has gained fame in Creation 
circles for having discovered, through 
exhaustive experimental results, that 
the geologic column (that is, the layers 
of strata we see on the sides of 
mountains and canyons) was not 
created over millions of years, but was 
created in a matter of months. His 
papers, which have recently been 
submitted to Russian and Chinese 
scientists, were dlso presented to 
Cardinal Ratzinger. 

From the Cardinals remarks about coal 
and oil, however, we on the Kolbe 
team realized that the Vatican simply 
does not have enough correct 
infofmation in order to make an 
intelligent decision. This is no surprise, 
since the Pontifical Academy of 
Science, which has 88 members, only 


two of whom are Catholic, and all of 
them avowed evolutionists, is the body 
that provides information to the 
Vatican about the Creation/Evolution 
issue. 

By the end of our chat, the Cardinal 
was open to having further discussions 
on the issue sometime in the future. It 
is our hope that more symposiums and 
meetings with Vatican officials will 
allow them to take a second look at this 
issue and begin teaching our children, 
once again, that man did not evolve 
from molecules or apes, but that God 
miraculously created the world, out of 
nothing, in six days, and that man is his 
special creation. 

By the way, I also want to mention that 
several of the scientists and theologians 
with whom I spoke at the symposium 
were either partial to Geocentrism or 
had adopted it as their cosmological 
view. At least 3 of the 12 had adopted 
it, and 2 more were considering it 
seriously, and 1 had already concluded 
that our galaxy was the center of the 
universe. In addition. Dr. Guy 
Berthault, who I mentioned had 
presented his work on sedimentology to 
Cardinal Ratzinger, is now conducting 
experiments that will show the flaws in 
Newtonian gravitational formulas, 
particularly the Third Law of Newton. 
His published reports will be available 
in March 2003. This will have 
profound implications for everything 
we know in the universe, including size, 
distance and motion of the heavenly 
bodies. Stay tuned. 

Please pray for the continued success of 
the Kolbe Center for Creation. 

Robert Sungenis 
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"Is Evolution an Open Question for Catholics?" 

ly Gerry Keane 


Paper given at the Kolbe Center for the Study of Creation 
Second International Conference, Arlington, Virginia USA 
Oct. 18-20, 2002 


Many Catholics assert that the Catholic 
Church regards evolution as an open 
question. They tend to say, “Evolution 
is acceptable as long as God was 
involved and Pius XII taught in his 
1950 encyclical Humani Generis that 
evolution is an open question!” On the 
contrary, I submit that evolution per se - 
correctly defined - is no longer an open 
question scientifically. It is only the 
investigation into the possible origin of 
the human body as coming from 
pre-existent and living matter that has 
not yet been closed by Rome. The 
objective truth known from scientific 
evidence and theological arguments 
contradicts evolution. 

Parallel Between Pius XII and 
Paul VI 

There is a limited parallel between Rus 
XIFs 1950s treatment of evolution and 
Paul Vi’s 1960s treatment of Pill 
contraception. Both Popes confronted 
doctrinal dissenters and both sought 
research and discussion of the respective 
matters. The Catholic Church had of 
course long before then already 
permitted discussion of evolution but 


Pius XII gave a specific reason for 
allowing the investigation. 

John XXIII appointed a Commission in 
March, 1963, to study the subject of 
birth control, but Paul VI continued its 
mandate and greatly increased its 
numbers. Birth control has never been 
an open question doctrinally, and yet 
Rome decided that the advice of experts 
was required concerning the then 
revolutionary Pill manner of 
contraception. Why? Because more 
detailed information was sought from a 
scientific perspective about the new 
development, and theological advice as 
to any impact on Church doctrine. 
Permission to research and debate Pill 
contraception was one thing, but this 
permission did not equate to the wider 
issue of birth control per se being 
regarded as an open question 
doctrinally for Catholics; the Church 
had already taught that Catholics are 
not free to indulge in birth control. 

Discussions dragged on for five years, 
and during that time the dissenters were 
busy spreading the word that Rome 
would change the teaching on birth 
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control. By the time Humanae Vitae was 
at last issued in 1968, tremendous 
damage had been done. Huge numbers 
embraced contraception over those five 
years and few had enough conviction of 
their beliefs as Catholics to again oppose 
it; they wanted the convenience of birth 
control and their Catholic consciousness 
had been changed. 

In the final analysis, 64 out of 68 
members of that Commission came 
down in favour of changing the 
Church’s teaching on birth control; 
something which the Pope could never 
do. Sooner or later, when the full 
picture is clearer about a controversial 
matter, the Pope of the day is bound to 
defend Tradition and to reject 
reasoning that is found to be in 
opposition to doctrine. Paul VI reached 
the only decision open to him as the 
Vicar of Christ on Earth. (Cardinal 
Karol Wojtyla, later to become Pope 
John Paul II, was a member of the 
Commission but was prevented from 
leaving Poland by the Communist 
government. He was thus unable to join 
up with the other four Commission 
members who urged Paul VI to uphold 
the Traditional teaching against birth 
control.) 

The uncertainty concerning 
contraception in the years leading up to 
Humanae Vitae was documented in a very 
moving testimony by a German doctor 
of medicine. Dr. Alfred Haussler, who 
fought in vain to stop legalised abortion 


from being introduced into West 
Germany. Writing in. The Betrayal of the 
Thzologtxms (HLI, Oct. 30, 1982) he 
stated that: 

Paul VI had to deal with the 
problems of contraception, especially 
those precipitated by the Pill, under 
instructions from the Council. He 
conscientiously studied all the 
research results in the literature and 
consulted many specialists 
throughout the world. A commission 
of theologians appointed by the Pope 
could not reach an agreement and 
formulated a controversial 
“majority” opinion, since at the time 
the effects of the so-called ovulation 
inhibitor were not adequately 
known. The Pope’s medical advisers 
urged him to exercise the greatest 
caution and restraint and to reject 
the recommendation for the Pill. 

Influence Of Evolution Beliefs on 
Birth Control Dissenters 

It seems highly likely that the 
pro-evolutionary conviction of 
dissenters was a key factor in their 
determination to promote the 
contraceptive mind set. As Dr. Haussler 
also pointed out, the secular proponents 
of abortion, 

... skillfully exploited the disunity of 
the German Catholic intellectuals to 
bring their demands for the 
legalisation of abortion to the 
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legislature. ... Karl Rahner, who 
was in the forefront of the fight over 
[the loosening of] paragraph 218 [of 
the Constitution], wrote in 
Naturmssen-scluift imd Tfuologie 
(brochure 11, page 86, 1970): “I 
think that there are biological 
developments which are pre-human, 
but these developments are still 
aimed in the direction of man. Why 
cannot these developments be 
transferred from phylogeny to 
ontogeny?” It is undeniable that 
prominent Catholic professors of 
theology, including two well-known 
Jesuit priests, Rahner and 
Nell-Breuning, were prominent in 
the debate about paragraph 218. 
They supported and published 
opinions that were not only 
scientifically wrong but also 
diametrically opposed to the 
traditional teachings of the Catholic 
Church. 

Dr Haussler also had this to say, back in 

October 1982: 

The hypothesis that man is gradually 
endowed with a living soul appears 
to me to be a diseistrous mistake in 
logic. It is therefore 
incomprehensible for the leading 
and most influential theologian of 
the German-speaking world. 
Professor Karl Rahner SJ to endorse 
this viewpoint. (Rahner supported it 
in his essay “Ttw Problem of 
Hominization” published in Quaestiones 


Disputata 12/13, 1965, and again in 
Pfatunvissemchqft and Theobgie 11, 
1970.) German theologians who 
defend the Pill refer to Rahner’s 
incorrect theses; they believe that the 
human soul is not endowed at 
fertilization but at a later time-in any 
case, not before implantation. 
Fortunately, Romano Guardini 
saved the honor and reputation of 
German theology as early as 1947, 
six years before the discovery of the 
genetic code, writing in the 
Frankfurter Hefte (Frankfurt 
booklets): “It was said that in the 
early time period of the embryo, 
approximately up to day 100, the 
embryo did not yet have a soul of its 
own, but was a being which belongs 
completely to the maternal 
organism. ... [But] the cycle of his 
human transition begins with the 
uniting of parental cells, culminates 
in the morphologic completion, and 
continues until death. Therefore he 
is a human being from the moment 
of conception.” It is admirable that 
Romano Guardini could write these 
sentences before the work was done 
on the genetic code. That so many 
German theologians continue to 
believe in Rahner’s hypotheses, even 
after the discovery of the genetic 
code, is impossible to understand. 

Notice the reference to the genetic code. 

This refers to the famous 1953 Crick 

and Watson watershed announcement 

of the double helix spiral model of 
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DNA. As well as being of crucial 
importance from a Special Creation 
perspective, this announcement was also 
most important from a pro-life 
perspective in helping to clarify man’s 
imderstanding of what happens at the 
Lilliputian level of cells and molecules. 

But is the acceptance of Karl Rahner’s 
evolutionary views impossible to 
understand? His belief in evolution 
seems to have come to influence his 
theological beliefs; Catholic doctrine 
had to be turned on its head to 
accommodate the supposed fact of 
evolution. It seems fair to conclude that, 
for Rahner, objective truth had given 
way to questionable subjective truth 
known from natural science. 

For those who are unaware of it, the 
idea referred to by Rahner - that 
“ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny”, 
otherwise known as “recapitulation 
theory” - is pure fiction which was 
invented by the German evolutionary 
zealot Ernest Haeckel, who was strongly 
peer-rebuked by fellow scientists in the 
19th century for blatant forgery of 
pictorial evidence. Nevertheless those 
sympathetic to evolution beliefs readily 
embraced this fiction and, amazingly, it 
is probably still being published in some 
school textbooks. The very idea of 
recapitulation theory - that foetal 
embryonic development takes on the 
resemblance of one’s evolutionary 
animal-like ancestors - is quite insidious. 
It blurs the truth that a human being is 


fuUy human from the moment of 
conception, and gives rise instead to the 
idea that the newly formed embryo in 
the womb is only “becoming a human 
being”. 

If this is what influential Catholic 
dissenters such as Karl Rahner really 
believed, then it shows how profound 
the confusion has been over what 
constitutes evolution, and the degree to 
which false evolutionary consciousness 
had turned the minds of even highly 
educated theologians. I contend that an 
unquestioning belief in evolution-as-fact 
played a central role in ushering in the 
widespread dissenting contraceptive/ 
pro-abortion mind set within 
Catholicism. 

What Is Evolution? 

The Origins debate is hampered by the 
fact that so few bother to define 
precisely what is meant by the term 
“evolution”. Instead of precise 
terminology arrived at by rigorous 
investigation, the term evolution 
remains confusing and ever-elastic in 
public perception. Almost any evidence 
can be given an evolutionary 
interpretation as supposed proof For 
excunple, creatures that became extinct 
were by definition less suited for 
adaptation yet those who survived were 
obviously able to adapt. Both outcomes 
are explicable by evolution theory. The 
discovery of living Coelacanth fish off 
Madagascar in the 1930’s showed that 
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they had not become extinct millions of 
years ago and were identical to the 
fossilised ones. Did this cause zealous 
evolutionists to question the credibility 
of evolution? Not at all; the still-living 
Coelacanths were simply labeled as 
“living fossils”; they had somehow 
survived unchanged for supposed 
millions of years! So the live presence or 
dead absence of the Coelacanths can 
both be explained in favour of evolution 
theory. 

Unless evolution is defined precisely, we 
can be at cross-purposes with each 
other. It is hardly surprising that 
evolution is kept ill-defined by those 
atheistic evolutionists who indulge in 
semantic games, but why is it not fully 
addressed and defined rigorously by 
Christians who propose alternative 
concepts to the idea of Special 
Creation? Divine interventionist 
concepts such as Theistic Evolution and 
Progressive Creation are also vague and 
elastic, its though all sorts of fanciful 
speculation are compatible with 
Tradition. Even some members of the 
Intelligent Design movement are vague 
about evolution definition and state that 
they have no trouble with evolution by 
common descent. So what exactly is the 
process commonly called “evolution”, 
over which so many heated arguments 
have taken place and which has 
produced deeply divided scientific and 
religious opinions? 


Evolution is not natural selection, which 
at best only conserves the existing. Nor 
is it simply “change over time”. Each 
“kind” of life form has its own specific 
DNA coded structure and 
complementary protein molecules. Each 
has its own pre-programmed encoded 
specification which ensures that the 
various kinds remain unique; allowing 
great variety of change within kind but 
effectively preventing change beyond 
kind. Thus reptiles cannot evolve into 
birds. The complex message 
specification, which denotes a reptile, 
allows for variety, but this information 
content cannot naturally acquire the 
minimum number of instructions 
necessary to produce both the wings 
system and Ae unique lungs system 
possessed by birds. The true definition 
of evolution discovered by science is 
this: Evolution is molecules-to-mtm, 
natural transformation in which new, 
“higher”, genetic information is gained 
which was not possessed by one's 
ancestors. If this is a fair and reasonable 
definition, then we can be certain that 
evolution as commonly understood has 
never occurred because it cannot occur. 
Why? Because God has designed life 
forms so that only variety within kind is 
possible. The missing mechanism of 
evolution is doomed to remain missing 
because it never existed. That’s why 
there are no intermediate stages found 
in the fossil record - they have never 
existed! This absence of intermediates 
was ctmdidly admitted by the famous 
evolutionist Stephenjay Gould. 
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Evolution per se, correctly defined, 
stands in contradiction to the reality of 
entropy, for the gaining of higher 
genetic information requires an increase 
in order and this clearly violates the 
second law of thermodynEunics. The 
idea of the natural gaining of higher 
information is what the 
creation/evolution scientific debate is all 
about, despite the fact that zealous 
evolutionists don’t want to concede the 
point and prefer to keep things vague. 

Evolution should not be defined as 
“transformism” or other vague concepts 
which would introduce innumerable 
interventions by God. One can only 
wonder why God would override His 
own institution of Secondary Causes, 
especially within complex relationships 
of interdependent life forms. (Of course 
God is ever-active in keeping all life 
forms alive at the level of elementary 
particles but that is an entirely different 
matter from the innumerable 
interventions required for the coundess 
supposed transitions involved in 
Theistic Evolution.) 

The crucial aspect is whether or not 
truly new genetic information Ccui be 
gained in the process of change. As Prof 
Maciej Giertych pointed out in the 
foreword to Creation Rediscovered, 
“Evolution means construction of new 
genes. It means increase in the amount 
of genetic information, and not a 
reduction of it”. This point about 
increase in information is of such crucial 


importance to the modem 
understanding of “evolution” that it 
cannot be emphasised enough, and it 
gets mentioned from time to time in 
creationist journals. For example, on 
page 29 of the Answers In Genesis Technical 
Journal (Vol. 15 (3), Dec. 2001), John 
Woodmorappe and Jonathan Sarfati 
make the following point: 

“... particles-to-people evolution 
requires changes that increase 
genetic information content. To 
date, not a single example of such a 
change has been observed, but such 
changes should be plentiful if 
evolution were tme.” 

In his book Not By Chance! Shattering The 
Modem Theory of Evolution (p.l38) the 
Jewish scientist Dr. Lee Spetner points 
out that, “All point mutations that have 
been studied on the molecular level turn 
out to reduce the genetic information 
and not to increase it.” 

The idea of gaining information 
naturally is what the average person 
intuitively understands about 
“evolution”. Of course he doesn’t think 
only of tabby cats or black cats; most 
individuals think of “big” changes, such 
as would allow a reptile to give rise to a 
bird. In other words, he doesn’t simply 
think intuitively only about changes 
within kind but assumes that many 
changes beyond kind have occurred in 
the process commonly called 
“evolution”. Many individuals tend to 
accept the subtle message driven home 
relentlessly in books, articles and on 
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TV: that everything has changed 
somehow from the first molecules 
leading up to higher levels of creatures. 
The harsh reality of profound 
conceptual problems within evolution 
theory is largely glossed over by 
evolutionary propagandists. We need 
investigative journalists to expose this 
peddling of dis-information in the public 
arena! 

Truth Declared In Apostolic 
Tradition 

The whole point of the 19th Century 
push to justify evolution was to enable a 
naturalistic explanation of Origins 
without the need for a transcendent 
Creator. Unfortunately, the 
compromise concept known as Theistic 
Evolution is of litde use in the struggle 
against materialistic Evolutionism. But 
the Catholic Church has not been silent 
in declarations in encyclicals and 
Councils about Creation and evolution. 

Leo XIII taught in his 1880 encyclical 
Arcanum Divinae Sapientiae that Adam was 
made from the slime of the Earth and 
that Eve was specially created from a 
portion of Adam’s body. The four 
conditions which Vatican Council II 
would later recognize in Lumen Gentium 
(para. 25) in order for a doctrine to be 
proposed infallibly by the ordinary 
Magisterium had been fulfilled by the 
year 1880 with respect to the origin of 
Eve as taught by Leo XIII. The Church 
has thus declared that the first female 


human being was specially created; her 
body did not come via evolution. Thus, 
the origin of Eve’s body is not an open 
question for Catholics. Leo XIII also 
implicitly ruled out polygenism (i.e., 
“many first parents”) by insisting on 
monogenism in the same encyclical. 
Polygenism was also strongly 
condemned by Pius XII in Humani 
Generis. He declared that Catholics, 
“cannot embrace that opinion which 
maintains either that after Adam 
there existed on this earth true men 
who did not take their origin 
through namral generation from 
him as from the first parent of all, or 
that Adam represents a certain 
number of first parents.” 

It is noteworthy that Fr. J. Franklin 
Ewing, SJ, a paleontologist and theistic 
evolutionist, wrote in the 1956 
publication Human Evolution of his own 
conviction that Pius XII had taught that 
polygenism is irreconcilable with the 
doctrine of Original Sin. Further, 
polygenism was also ruled out in the 
1994 Catechism of the Catholic Church (see 
para. 360, footnote 226 reference to the 
Book of Tobit 8:6; 

“Thou madest Adam of the slime of 
the earth and gave him Eve for a 
helper. From them the race of 
mankind has sprung...” 

The “one ancestor” mentioned in the 
CCC could only be the first male 
human being, namely Adam). 
Therefore, polygenism is not an open 
question for Catholics. 
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Leo XIII effectively pulled the rug out 
from under human evolution with his 
1880 teaching on the special creation of 
Eve. With polygenism ruled out, the 
only possibility left is that of 
evolution-of-the-male-only (i.e., rapid 
special transformism within 
monogenism) but what evidence is there 
for such a concept? Yet another 
possibility - that God inserted a rational 
soul into an adult male member of a 
race of “almost human beings” - is 
much too convenient and devoid of 
supportive evidence. And the 
implausible idea that God intervened 
directly to change an apelike creature 
into that of a human being (i.e. Adam) 
makes no pretence at qualifying as 
“evolution” as most evolutionists 
understand the term. The idea that 
Adam’s body arose by the intervention 
of God acting upon two ape-like parents 
so that they gave rise to a new “kind” is 
untenable. Consider the result: A baby 
boy bom of an animal who must fend 
for himself among animals until he 
reaches maturity maybe 25 yecU's later 
when God would create Eve from a 
portion of his body! This contradicts the 
Genesis revelation that both Adam and 
Eve were created on the same day, not 
25 years apart. Why even call this 
concept “evolution” when the natural 
process of evolution has had to be 
abandoned in favour of divine 
intervention. This scenario requires that 
Adam’s body and rational soul would 
also have been carried within the female 
animal for a period of months. Given 


their rejection of ancient evolutionary, 
anti-Creation concepts, it is hard to see 
how the Church Fathers would have 
accepted such a scenario. 

Other interventionist speculation 
involves the possibility of “almost 
human beings” whom God acted upon 
when he brought Adam into being. If 
such creatures ever existed, where did 
they come from anyway - by natural 
evolution or by some form of 
interventionist creation, which only begs 
the question further? And what became 
of them all after Adam arrived? Are we 
to believe they all died out long before 
the global Flood could show evidence of 
their fossils and thus they left no trace 
that they ever existed? One can only 
wonder why God would not simply 
insert a rational soul into an adult 
female “almost human being” instead of 
ignoring these females and creating 
Eve’s body directly from matter taken 
from Adam. Multitudes of these “almost 
human beings” and other supposed 
ancestral creatures would have died in 
the slow journey leading up to the 
arrival of Adam, hut Romans 5:12 
declares that death only began to occur 
after Adam’s sin of disobedience. So 
when is a human being a human being? 
The 1994 Catechism declares that we 
are human beings precisely because we 
are animated by a spiritual soul! (364) 
The idea of “almost human beings” 
does not qualify as credible speculation. 
The first male human being, on whom 
the awesome choice of obedience would 
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be placed on behalf of all future 
mankind, is much more likely to have 
been specially created as an adult 
human being. If one holds that this 
reference to death applies only to 
human beings, then why do fossils of 
supposed ape-like tremsitional forms 
show evidence of the disease of rickets? 
Are we to believe that Adam and Eve 
were created upon a vast museum of 
death and that it was not a good, 
tranquil Creation after all? The buried 
fossils in reality resulted from the global 
Flood of Noah, many years after Adam 
and Eve. 

Consider some things known about the 
trustworthy Creator. The Second 
Person of the Divine Trinity was not 
only present at Creation but actually 
carried out the work of Creation - 
“through whom all things were made.” 
He later took on human form and 
carried out the work of Redemption in 
perfect obedience to the Father. He 
must haye been intimately involved in 
the truth revealed to Moses. God can 
neither deceive nor be deceived, so how 
can we ignore Christ’s vcirious 
comments regarding the genuine 
historicity of Genesis, including the 
global Flood and the concrete reality of 
Adam and Eve. 

Let us not forget that the Second Person 
did some extraordinary things by 
human standards, such as calmly 
walking across the rough sea to Peter 
and the other frightened disciples in the 


boat (Matt. 14:25). We know that he 
created space, time and matter rapidly 
at the beginning of Creation, changed 
water into wine rapidly, brought the 
dead Lazarus back to life rapidly, 
created a coin inside the mouth of a fish 
rapidly (Matt. 17:26) (or at least directed 
Peter to a fish that had a coin in its 
mouth), multiplied five loaves and two 
fishes rapidly to feed 5,000 men plus 
women and children (Matt. 14:19), and 
cured blindness and diseases rapidly, so 
why balk at the idea of his rapid 
creation of Adam and Eve in keeping 
with the Genesis text? Why not also 
believe that he rapidly “stretched out of 
the heavens” (i.e., the Universe), a term 
used various times in the Old 
Testament, during the Creation days? 
The implausibility of divine 
interventionist concepts comes into 
sharp focus when one considers that, in 
contrast to acceptance of the rapid adult 
creation of Adam, theistic evolutionists 
are driven to invoke innumerable rapid 
divine interventions over aeons of years. 
So whom do we believe about the truth 
of Creation - the trustworthy divine 
Second Person who was present at 
Creation, or fallible modem human 
beings who were not there? 

Papal Permission to Investigate 
Evolution 

Many Catholics argue that Adam and 
Eve were not real, concrete, human 
beings and that the Genesis account is 
poetry and nothing more than early 
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man’s attempt to comprehend the 
cosmos around him, but Pius XII taught 
quite the opposite. He declared in the 
1950 encyclical Hitmmi Generis that 
Genesis does contain real history, 
though not recorded in the way of 
modem historians, and that Adam and 
Eve were the first parents of all human 
beings and not symbolic representations 
of mankind. Their rational souls were 
divinely implanted in acts of Special 
Creation, and Catholics are bound to 
believe this. He reaffirmed that Original 
Sin is “sin actually committed by an 
individual Adam and which through 
generation is passed on to all and is in 
everyone as his own.” In fact he wrote 
against dissenters, such as Teilhard de 
Chardin, who were obviously intent on 
overturning the doctrine of Original 
Sin. He warned that Catholics must not 
take for granted that, 

“the origin of the human body from 
pre-existing and living matter were 
already completely certain and 
proved by facts which have been 
discovered up to now, and by 
reasoning on those facts, and as if 
there were nothing in the sources of 
divine revelation which demands the 
greatest moderation and caution in 
this question.” 

And he insisted that the pros and cons 
of evolution must be considered, and 
that no one should rush to support 
evolution and presume to impose their 
own views upon tire Church, but instead 
should submit to the Magisterium ruling 
as regards doctrine concerning the 


origin of the human body. Having 
permitted investigation of human 
evolution in 1950, Pius XII 
subsequently indicated that evolution 
per se seemed highly debatable to him, 
when he addressed the First 
International Congress of Medical 
Genetics on Sept. 7, 1953: 

In recent works on genetics one 
reads that the connection between 
living things cannot be explained 
better than by supposing a common 
genealogical tree. It is, however, 
necessary to remark that what we 
have here is only an image, a 
hypothesis, not a demonstrated fact 
... If most research workers speak of 
genealogical descent as a fact, they 
are premature in doing so. One 
could very well formulate other 
alternative hypotheses... scientists of 
repute have emphasised in the 
clearest possible manner that in their 
opinion one cannot as yet say what is 
the real and exact meaning of terms 
such as “evolution”, “descent” and 
“transmission”; that we are as yet 
totally ignorant of a natural process 
by which one being can beget 
another of a different kind; that the 
process by which one being can 
beget another is altogether 
unintelligible, no matter how many 
intermediate stages be supposed; that 
no experimental method for 
producing one species from mother 
has been found; and finally that we 
would not have any idea at what 
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stage in the evolutionary process the 
hominoid suddenly crossed the 
threshold of humanity ... [In 
conclusion] one is forced to say that 
the study of human origins is only at 
its beginnings; there is nothing 
definitive about present-day theory.” 
(The address, given in French, was 
published in the Acta ApostoUcae Sedis. 
Emphasis added.) 

The original text of Humani Generis given 
in the Denzinger-Schonmetzer Latin 
version, para. 3896 (2327 in Denz) 
shows that the acmal words “open 
question” were not used by Rus XII. 
The English translations published by 
The Wanderer (1969) and later by the 
McGrath Publishing Co. in The Papal 
Eruyclicals 1939-1958 (1981) have 

virtually the same wording and the 
words “open question” are not there. 
Let us look again at the key reason Pius 
XII gave in Humani Generis for allowing 
the investigation: 

It remains for us now to speak about 
these questions which, although they 
pertain to the positive sciences, are 
nevertheless more or less connected 
with the truths of Christian faith. In 
fact, not a few insistently demand 
that the Catholic religion take these 
sciences into account as much as 
possible. This certetinly would be 
praiseworthy in case of clearly proved 
facts; but caution must be used when 
there is rather a question of 
hypotheses having some sort of 
scientific foundation in which 


doctrine contained in Sacred 
Scripture or in Tradition is involved. 
If such conjectural opinions are 
directly or indirectly opposed to the 
doctrine revealed by God, then the 
demand that they be recognised can 
in no way be admitted. For these 
reasons, the teaching authority does 
not forbid that, in conformity with 
the present state of human sciences 
and sacred theology [i.e. in 1950], 
research and discussions on the part 
of men experienced in both fields 
take place with regard to the doctrine 
of evolution insofar as it inquires into 
the origin of the human body as 
coming from pre-existent and living 
matter - for Catholic faith obliges us 
to hold that souls are immediately 
created by God. 

Doctrine is not dependent upon 
scientific arguments but Pius XII 
himself saw that false scientific 
arguments could impact adversely on 
Origins doctrine and he saw the need to 
obtain a good understanding of what 
constitutes “evolution” scientifically and 
pertinent theological comments 
regarding any possible effect on 
doctrine. Just as Paul VI later also 
wanted a good understanding of what 
constitutes Pill contraception 
scientifically, and pertinent theological 
comments regarding any possible effect 
on doctrine. 

Nowadays, over fifty years later, it is 
easy to overlook the fact that Kus XIFs 
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1950 encyclical was issued three years 
before Crick and Watson’s 1953 
announcement of the genetic code. Pius 
XII in 1950 did not fully understand 
terms like macroevolution” and 
“microevolution”. How could he, when 
the best scientists of the day did not fully 
understand the terms themselves? A 
great deal of imprecision regarding the 
concept of “evolution” must have 
prevailed among scientists and Church 
scholeirs long before 1953 and for many 
years afterwards. Given the then 
seemingly doctrinally united state of the 
Catholic Church prior to the 1960’s, 
there would have been no need for Pius 
XII to hurry and certainly no need to 
concede the status of “open question” to 
evolutionists intent on overturning 
doctrine. However, it is also true that 
prior to 1953 it may have seemed 
credible that matter might contain 
inherent evolutionary properties which 
would allow life fprms to unfold 
naturally, imperceptibly, with minute 
small changes gradually giving way to 
large scale changes, with no need for 
divine intervention. This micro to 
macro speculation suffers profoundly 
from the complete lack of fossilised 
transitional evidence buried in the 
rocks, but who could have known with 
certainty prior to the 1953 watershed 
whether matter did or did not contain 
such properties? Many years later, in 
1975, Prof Jerome Lejeune showed that 
no accumulation of micro changes can 
amount to macroevolution, but this 
finding was not available until 25 years 


after Humani Generis was issued. (Lejeune 
showed, for example, that there can be 
no such thing as an indiscernible 
‘gorillization’.) 

As scientific research progressed in the 
second half of the 20th Century it 
became increasingly clear to objective 
researchers that macro-evolutionary 
changes are impossible. And it is almost 
impossible to postulate an earlier 
precursor to incredibly complex 
molecules. The possibility for evolution 
to occur is not affected by aeons of time 
but rather is determined by the specific 
information designed into life forms. 
The evidence all points to Special 
Creation by a transcendent Designer. 
Since 1953, the obvious conclusion has 
stood out with ever greater clarity - the 
Creator must have designed life forms 
so that only micro changes within kind 
are possible. This is because the 
discovery of DNA made it possible to 
understand the way that genetic 
information is coded and the way that 
changes in the code produce mutations. 
At last, it gradually became possible to 
correctly define the term “evolution”. 
Of necessity evolution requires the 
natural gaining of higher genetic 
information not possessed by one’s 
ancestors, and this possibility is ruled 
out on the basis that “nothing can give 
what it does not have”. 

Thus, the pertinent information sought 
by Pius XII was finally available, long 
after his death. Detailed research md 
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discussions have since been carried out 
by enough scientists and theologians, 
and the objective conclusion is that 
Adam’s body must have been derived 
from previously existent but 
non-living-matter. (On Day 6 God 
rapidly created Adam body and soul. In 
so doing he instantly transformed the 
use of sufficient elementary particles 
already created on Day 1 within the 
inorganic soil into that of the 
functioning adult body of Adam, the 
first adult male human being, and 
simultaneously created his rational soul.) 
If Pius XII had known in 1950 what is 
now known in the 21st Century, there 
would have been no need for an 
investigation since the Pope would have 
known that God has designed life forms 
so that evolution cannot occur and that 
pro-evolution arguments lead inevitably 
to conflict with doctrine. Evolution 
would only have been an open question 
scientifically for the time being cifter 
1950 but that time has passed many 
years ago. And enough arguments have 
by now been assembled to show that 
pro-evolution arguments are unable to 
dislodge the integrity of the Genesis 
account plus they contradict the 
encyclical teachings of Leo XIII and 
Pius XII. So the idea of evolution 
possibly being an open question both 
scientifically and doctrinally has lapsed 
from relevance. 

Unfortunately, the 80 member 
Pontifical Academy of Sciences - which 
contains members who are not 


Catholics and at least one atheist, the 
famous UK cosmologist Stephen 
Hawking - are passing incorrect 
information in support of evolution to 
Pope John Paul II. This Academy has 
no authority in matters of faith and 
doctrine and expresses only the views of 
its own members. If any members are 
not evolutionists, they must be very 
muted in their opposition; when do we 
ever hear publicly about any dissenting 
minority reports? 

Given Rome’s historical preference for 
caution in matters doctrinal, permission 
to investigate evolution was not in 
contradiction with the fact that strong 
doctrinal beliefs already existed against 
evolution, just as Paul Vi’s later 
permission to investigate contraception 
was not in contradiction with already 
declared doctrine against birth control. 
Permission to speculate on doctrinal 
matters must remain within the 
constraints of conforming to already 
declared doctrine. 

All that really matters now is that a 
good understanding of what constitutes 
evolution became known in the decades 
after 1953. The natural gaining of 
higher genetic information was found to 
be impossible and what is objectively 
impossible cannot also be possible at the 
same time. Since evolution correctly 
defined is impossible, it cannot be an 
open question scientifically and, in 
keeping with Pius XH’s concern 
expressed in Humani Generis, it should 
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not be allowed to impact upon Catholic 
doctrine. 

By way of analogy, if some scholars had 
suggested in the 1500’s that 

spontaneous generation was how all life 
forms had always arisen, including 
human beings, this would have been a 
challenge to Church doctrine. So if a 
Pope of the time had declared that the 
Church “does not forbid research and 
discussion of the possibility of 

spontaneous generation and any 
relevant theological implications 
concerning the origin of the first human 
being”, one would think that the Pope’s 
concern would have been fully 
answered when the later scientific 
findings of Louis Pasteur were fully 
known. Once spontaneous generation 
was found to be impossible, any 

previous permission to investigate it 
would have lost any possible status of 
being an open question scientifically and 
would have lapsed from being a threat 
doctrinally. The fact that such 
hypothetical papal permission may not 
have been closed by Rome for many 
years afterwards would not have 
changed the strength of this argument. 
Such d^lay could have been influenced 
by all sorts of other factors at work, such 
as war or the outbreak of terrible 

diseases. One can argue that Rome’s 
not having closed the modem evolution 
discussion has been greatly affected by a 
variety of distracting factors, such as the 
strong pro-evolution bias of the 
Pontifical Academy of Sciences and the 


catastrophic collapse of belief within 
Catholicism. 

Unfortunately, some Catholics oppose 
Special Creation on the mistaken 
ground that its proponents overstate the 
case; they fear that private opinions may 
be imposed and portrayed as though 
Church doctrine. But the objective tmth 
is quite the opposite; for too long the 
actual Church teachings have been 
greatly understated and not imparted 
rigorously to enough Catholic students. 
Given the continuing falling away from 
the practice of Catholicism and the 
ongoing need for conversion of an 
increasingly pagan society, there is a 
pressing need for the full tmth of 
Special Creation to be taught in 
Catholic schools and preached far and 
wide. The investigation recognised by 
Pius XII is of course still open until 
Rome declares otherwise. All that 
remains is for the Magisterium to close 
the final chapter on an outmoded, 
unlamented, mistaken belief called 
evolution. 
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One of the questions I am often asked 
after I have given a talk on Evolution is 
“What made you change your views?” I 
have never previously put my answer 
into print, but my experience does form 
an integral part of the history of our 
Society. I know that a few readers have 
been with us from the start and know 
our background. Others will be 
non-Catholic, or may never before have 
ever seen a copy of Daylight. I hope you 
will all find this personal account 
interesting. I certainly love reading 
other people’s conversion stories! 

For many faithful Catholics, the 
unwonted changes in the Church that 
followed the Second Vatican Council in 
the late 1960s (and continue today) 
engendered a profound spiritual 
desolation in their lives. Certain 
dissident clergy and theologians were 
undermining their deepest convictions 
as they sought to change Catholicism 
from within - updated catechetics, new 
Mass, reformed sacraments, liberal 
morality. The Church must evolve to 
suit Modem Man in the New Age. 
Doctrines needed to be developed to be 
in harmony with the discoveries of 
Science, now firmly rooted in the 
philosophy of Evolution. Obscurantist 
‘pre-Vatican IF beliefs and practices 
were out-of-date dinosaurs and must 


become extinct if the newly evolved 
Church were to survive and grow. 

The wind of change from ‘Vatican IF 
unleashed a whirlwind unprecedented 
in the history of the Church, even 
acknowledged by Pope Paul VI as “the 
smoke of Satan.” But alerted by Christ’s 
words: “By their fmits you shall know 
them”, various loyal priests, writers and 
lay people in Britain launched 
associations and publications to 
counter-attack the ‘reforms’, such as the 
Latin Mass Society and the Pro Fide 
Movement. The magazines Christixm 
Order and Approaches, that focused mainly 
on the social and moral teachings of the 
Church, soon developed world-wide 
readership and respect. Some writers 
were demonstrating the connection 
between the liberal reforms and the 
influence of Darwinism and the 
evolutionist priest Teilhard de Chardin 
(the Church had warned Catholics of 
the errors in his books). The message 
was spread further through taped public 
meetings and talks, organised and 
distributed by Christus Vincit Productions, 
including a detailed attack on evolution 
by Australian teacher Wallace Johnson. 

Among those who heard the word was 
John (Jack) G Campbell, friend of the 
ex-Communist convert Hamish Fraser, 
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Editor oi Approaches. Jack’s concern over 
the invincible ignorance of Catholics on 
the issue of evolution led him to found 
the Counter Evolution Group, and produced 
the first issue of Daylight in May 1977. 
Among the items on its 14 sides were 
‘Evolution - the greatest hoax’, ‘Why 
not abortion and euthanasia?' and ‘The 
scandal of the CTS', bemoaning the 
Catholic Truth Society bookshop selling 
Teilhard de Chardin’s works, contrary 
to the warning of the Holy Office. In 
the first item, the editor deprecated the 
sacking of teacher David Watson from 
his RI post for ‘refusing to teach 
evolution’. Daylight continued 

publication in various newsletter eind 
leaflet formats and varying time 
intervals until early 1983; Jack 
Campbell died in 1986. 

Meanwhile from 1975 until around 
1980, an American, Miss Paula Haigh, 
published the erudite Catholic Center for 
Creation Research Newsletter, which focused 
mainly on theological aspects of the 
subject, and wrote a booklet: What’s 
wrong with evolution? Wallace Johnson 
(since deceased) wrote a book ‘The Case 
Against Evolution’, based on his talks in 
Australia^ which has been updated and 
republished several times under various 
titles and is still in print.. A priest from 
London, Fr Peter Lessiter, wrote the 
booklets: Man’s Origins, published in 
1978, and Man and the Evolution Myth 
(1981). 

My ‘conversion story’ began in May 
1977.1 was then Head of Biology at an 
independent RC boys’ secondary 


school, and was asked by the Head of 
Religion if I would give a talk to the 
Lower Sixth the following September 
about how I reconciled my Catholic 
faith with the scientific explanation of 
origins. I had checked the relevant 
teaching of TTumani Generis when I was 
studying for A level Biology, and having 
been indoctrinated with evolution in my 
degree I had taught the theory in much 
the same way. However, I would 
probably have rejected the possibility of 
human evolution, though I realised that 
was an inconsistent position. I felt I 
should accept the invitation, but as I 
had not given much thought to this 
issue lately I wanted plenty of time to 
prepare it. In the next issue of Christian 
Order, to which my parents subscribed, I 
noticed an advertisement for Scientific 
Creationism, by Henry Morris. I was 
honestly puzzled by what that actually 
meant - but I had a suspicion that it 
might be relevant to the origins issue, so 
I sent for a copy. It was a revelation to 
me. I lived along in a flat then, and well 
remember reading the book in the 
communal garden during the half-term 
holiday. I knew that there were ‘holes’ 
in the theory but was amazed at the 
number of quotations from 
distinguished scientists who affirmed 
that the evidence in their fields was 
indeed missing. After each chapter, I 
would put the book aside, and think: 
“Ah yes, but what about the genetic 
evidence / natural selection / fossils / 
vestigial organs / radioactive dating / 
astronomy / 6 creation days, etc..” By 
the end of the week, I had to conclude: 
“Either these quotations are made up. 
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or else I must conclude that neither the 
scientific data nor the Bible give support 
to the theory of evolution; in fact, they 
convincingly point to a recent creation, 
as Christians have always believed in 
the past. Although the book was written 
by a nonconformist Protestant, its 
contents were not essentially opposed to 
traditional Catholic doctrine. And it 
does matter what you and others believe 
about origins, because evolution 
logically leads to disbelief in Christian 
doctrines 2 md morals. So why haven’t I 
been told this before? Of course, I 
realised that this new insight would 
affect both my professional and my 
private life. 

At that time, I do not think I knew any 
Catholic who would have understood 
this issue and agreed with me, yet I 
knew that the Church had been 
opposed to evolution in the past. I 
needed to speak to a knowledgeable 
priest about this. I wrote to Fr Paul 
Crane S.J., editor of Christian Order, who 
referred me to another great Jesuit, Fr 
William Lawson S.J. He replied very 
kindly, and told me about Fr Peter 
Lessiter, who was giving talks in schools 
and writing a booklet on the subject. I 
went to see him in London and he was 
tremendously helpful and encouraging. 
He gave me materials and told me 
where I could get other creationist 
publications - it would be useless to try 
Smiths, Foyles, or even worse, the CTS! 
A few years later, Fr Lessiter came to 
my school to give a talk to the Sixth 
Form - and in 1979, he celebrated our 
sung Nuptial Mass - the first Old Mass 


in the parish since the liturgical changes. 

As a practising Catholic, I was not well 
inclined to give financial support to 
anti-Catholic propaganda; however, 
since there seemed to be litde if any 
information on the evidence against 
evolution available from secular or 
Catholic sources, I believed that it is 
justifiable to give them limited support 
in so far as they are disseminating the 
truth about the evolution myth. I 
therefore joined the Creation Science 
Movement and Somerset Creationist 
Group, and began attending creationist 
talks and reading more literature. By 
the time I gave my talk to the Sixth 
Form, it had a very different slant from 
what the Head of Religion had 
imagined when he asked me! For 
several years, I was able to develop and 
teach courses for sixth formers on the 
controversial issues related to science, 
including creation, the philosophy of 
science, miracles, pro-life, euthanasia, 
and population control. 

By coincidence (or Providence), not long 
before this I had been phoned by a 
complete stranger, Geoffrey Harper, 
who was a biology teacher at a local 
public school. He informed me that a 
TV programme was being prepared on 
the teaching of evolution in schools - did 
I teach it in my Catholic school? I had 
to admit that I did then - and I also 
knew this applied to my opposite 
number in the local girls’ convent 
school. Did I know of any alternative 
theories, because the producer was 
looking to film in a school that was not 
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teaching evolution? I said “Only Special 
Creation, but surely nobody still teaches 
that?” He then told me about another 
one, he called the ‘steady state theory’. 
Some months later, I read Harper’s 
article on his theory in the Schjool Science 
Review in which he tried to make a case 
for both rejecting Darwinism as 
indoctrination but also creationism as 
unscientific. He had told me he was 
agnostic, so I was impressed that he 
found evolution both unscientific and 
incredible. I later visited him and we 
had an interesting exchange of views - I 
noticed he had a large range of school 
science textbooks going back to 
Victorian times. Later, he took up a 
research post in science education and 
had anoAer long article published in 
the SSR. A leading biology textbook 
later included his theory sdongside 
‘Special Creation’ as an alternative to 
Evolution, yet I do not know of any 
other scientist who has publicly 
concurred with Mr Harper’s theory! 

Another interesting experience for me 
that summer was a visit from two 
Jehovah’s Witnesses (yes, really!). 
Caught on the doorstep one Saturday 
morning, I hastily agreed to read ‘The 
Watchtower’ and sent them away. The 
main article was all about how Nature 
reveals God as the supreme Creator and 
Designer, and evolution is not credible. 
When the JW’s returned next week, I 
invited them in and amazed them by 
saying I was a Catholic and I agreed 
that evolution was false. This was a 
novelty for them - they did not seem to 
expect a Catholic to believe in the 


literal sense of Scripture. On later visits, 
one of their companions was quite put 
out at seeing the Crucifix, statues and 
holy pictures I ‘worshipped’. Over the 
next few months, I also invited two 
door- stepping Mormons in who were 
also surprised I agreed with their 
anti-evolution stance. They were mostly 
polite and reasonable, but had little to 
say in response to my claims for the 
truths of the faith, being tied to their 
own interpretation of selected texts. 
When I compared some of their 
translations with the Catholic Bible, 
there were significant differences. Of 
course, they all wanted me to attend 
their meetings but I refused. I am sorry 
I did not convert them, but at least I 
hope they were better informed about 
the true Catholic Faith; eventually, they 
stopped calling at the door. 

With a view to becoming better 
informed on creationism, in March 
1978 six Catholics, including Jack 
Campbell, Mrs. Mary Meronti, (an 
indefatigable correspondent to Catholic 
newspapers), Fr Robert Bellwood and 
myself attended a residential Creation and 
Ckigins conference at Swanwick, 
Derbyshire, organised by the Biblical 
Creation Society. Though not on the 
organisers’ agenda, this might be 
considered to have been the moment of 
conception of our own Society, when 
the original and future editors first met. 
As with the aforementioned religious 
groups, most of these non-Catholics 
were polite, and refrained from directly 
attacking our beliefs (favourite targets 
are the Mass, and our ‘worship of Mary 
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and Images’). Some people seemed 
genuinely welcoming, but there was 
always a certain reserve and distance - 
one senses the spiritual barrier. They 
were however tolerant enough to allow 
us to attend our priest’s Mass in a 
separate room while the others had 
their own prayer service! 

The conferences were mosdy on 
scientific issues and very informative - 
very litde said could be considered at all 
objectionable to a Catholic, though of 
course “The Bible says...” is not the last 
word for us. The Catholic Church gave 
us the Bible, and so it is the Church’s 
teaching that must guide our 
interpretation, not our private opinions. 
With that caveat always in mind, we 
dispersed to our homes determined to 
help to alert ‘the Church Militant’ of the 
errors and dangers of the evolutionary 
hoax. Through our unity in the truth of 
Genesis, we might come closer to 
reconciling Protestants to the fullness of 
the Faith. 

For some strange reason, despite their 
emphasis on ecumenism, the ‘modem 
Catholic’ will have no truck with 
'Fundamentalist Protestants’, yet many 
Traditional Catholics can feel closer to 
them than to the Modernists. At least, 
we share belief in Creation, the Flood, 
the Virgin Birth, the Resurrection, and 
the Gospel miracles, along with support 
on many pro-life issues (albeit not often 
on contraception). This attitude creates 
an obstacle to persuading many 
Catholics to even examine the 
creationist case seriously, as they seem 


to despise those who are so naive as to 
‘take every word in the bible literally’ - 
there may be undercurrents of “We 
don’t want another Galileo case”. My 
extensive reading of Biblical creationist 
materials has shown me that their 
arguments are usually much less 
‘literalistic’ than their critics imagine, 
and often quite reasonable and 
consistent with sound Catholic 
principles. After all, it is de fide that the 
Bible is inerrant, as God is its author. 
This is why we it is so important to 
develop resources that come from a 
thoroughly tmstworthy Catholic 
standpoint, ways of communicating to 
Catholics about them, and means for 
distributing the materials. For these 
reasons, some concerned Catholics in 
Britain came together in 1986 with the 
intention of forming a society to put 
forward the case against evolution, in an 
attempt to counterbalance the 
overwhelming pro-evolutionary bias of 
the media and educational channels. 
This was seen as both necessary for the 
correction of errors in modem theology 
and catechesis, as well as serving the 
interests of the Church and society at 
large. 

The meeting was convened by Peter 
Wilders, visiting from Monaco, at the 
Challoner Club in London, following 
our attendence at a public debate on 
the Age of the Earth. “What are our 
English Bishops doing to inform 
Catholics about this issue?” Peter had 
asked, us. The answer had to be that 
they were doing even less than they 
were in stopping abuses in the liturgy. 
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corruption of the faith in the schools, 
promotion of heretical books in 
Catholic bookshops, etc. - i.e. 
apparently nothing. I have always 
remembered Peter’s words: “We must 
do something - if we don’t, no-one else 
will.” For him, this was no passing 
moment of zeal. Over the next few 
years, Peter developed contacts in 
Europe, the USA and other coimtries 
which resulted in him producing and 
presenting a unique video film, the first 
ever made on the subject by a Catholic, 
entitled: Evolutwri- Fact or BelieJ? This 
includes interviews with leading 
scientists who concurred in rejecting the 
Darwinian scenario, and with a 
theologian who claimed that evolution 
theory was not compatible with the 
Catholic Faith. Released in several 
language versions in 1990, it also 
includes new scientific evidence from Dr 
Guy Berthault’s peer-reviewed research 
in sedimentology that demonstrates that 
strata in the rocks are, not proof of long 
ages. This film has been shown in the 
Vatican and gives a powerful message 
that cannot be ignored. 

Meanwhile in Australia, after ten years 
of research and writing, Gerard Keane 
published in 1991 his book Creation 
Rediscovered; a new expanded and 
updated edition in 1999 incorporating 
the latest research findings. Gerry has 
also spoken at many locations in 
Australia, USA and Europe over recent 
years, and appeared on radio and TV 
programs. Also in Australia, a small 
group called Newman Graduate Education 
has produced a range of well-written 


short pamphlets that highlight aspects of 
origins from a Catholic standpoint. 

In the USA, a scholarly and 
well-produced magazine entided 
Watchmaker was published by Fr David 
Becker, initially as a monthly from 
1995, later bimonthly and finally 
quarterly, until sadly in 1999 it ceased 
publication owing to his ill health. 

Over in France and Belgium, a Catholic 
organisation entitled Cercle Scientifique 
et Historique (CESHE) had been 
founded, expressly with the aim of 
publishing the works of one Fernand 
Crombette (1880 - 1970) related to 
science and history. Through Peter 
Wilders membership, it was decided to 
launch the CESHE:UK group in 
England, to give it more credibility, and 
I edited eight newsletters between 1987 
and 1990. However, by this time the 
English group’s activities had assumed a 
more distinct character emd it was 
decided to rename the group and 
newsletter to emphasise this. After 
consulting members for their views, the 
present titles were adopted. 

Since then, subscribership has risen 
from about sixty to over 200. Nearly 
that many have since died or not 
renewed subscriptions. I feel sure that 
our past supporters are willing us to 
continue in the cause - let us remember 
the deceased in our prayers. Perhaps 
within another 25 years, reforms in the 
Catholic Church will make our Society 
redundant. 


page 30 


October 2003 


WHY DID SCIENCE START? 


ANSWER 1: 

CENSORSHIP OF THE TEACHING OF PARTS OF ARISTOTLE, 

AT THE SORBONNE, PARIS, FRANCE , MARCH 7th, 1277 AD. 

ANSWER 2: 

AS A RESULT OF MAKING THE CREATION OF THE UNIVERSE “OUT 
OF NOTHING,IN TIME” COMPULSORY IN THE 
TEACHING AT THE SORBONNE. 

ANSWER 3: 

AS A RESULT OF THE UNIFICATION OF GREEK PHILOSOPHY WITH 
JUDEO-CHRISTIANITY, MAINLY BY ST. THOMAS AQUINAS. 

Dr. PatrickJ. McCarthy 

May 2000 
(updated Feb 2003) 


The Questions Posed: Any intelligent child may well ask: 

"Why did this happen?". Any adult 
Science is the youngest cultural might further ask: "Why was Newton 
activity of mankind, being only about European rather than Greek, Arabic, 
700 years pld. It has led to cars, Hindu, Hebrew or Aztec? Why did 
aeroplanes, telephones, televisions, Science not arise among the Hebrews 
compact discs, computers, the Internet 5000 years ago, or the Greeks 3000 
and countless other marvels, years ago, or the Chinese 7000 years 
everywhere evident today, which did ago?". This article will give complete 
not exist anywhere 1000 years ago. answers to these questions. 

Unlike mathematics, philosophy, 
theology, music, poetry, drama, 
painting, sculpture - in fact, every other 
cultural activity (these have always 
existed in all major cultures) - this 
youngest activity took root and grew in 
only one civilisation, our own (Western 
European) one. 
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A Summary of the Answer: 

The tale to be told is a thrilling 
detective story; a marvellous 
"whodunit". As with ordinary 
detective stories, it is difficult to decide 
whether to start at the end or 
beginning. 

The first "detective" was the French 
physicist-philosopher-historian Prof. 
Pierre Duhem (1861-1916) who, in the 
course of his teaching, became 
fascinated with the historical origin of 
Newtonian Mechanics (after and 
because of which, as everyone agrees, 
modem science really got under way). 
The lynchpin of Newton's Mechanics is 
'his' first law of motion, the law of 
inertia. This law states that any body, 
once stmck, will continue moving with 
constant velocity, provided that there 
are no forces (like friction) acting on it. 
Examples: A body in outer space, far 
away from all other bodies, once 
struck, will move with constant speed 
and direction forever (or rather, until it 
encounters other bodies). A puck on a 
smooth ice rirlk, once stuck, will glide 
across the rink for a long time 
afterwards, in a fixed direction, mirth 
speed decreasing only very slowly (the 
friction of the ice surface is very small). 

What Duhem discovered was that 
this "law of inertia" was discovered, not 
by Newton (who published it in his 
famous "Principia" of 1687 AD), or by 
any of his immediate predecessors 


(Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, 
Descartes, Huygens), but by Jean 
Buridan, of the Sorbonne University, 
Paris, in about 1330 AD! Buridan's 
discovery was beautifully developed by 
his pupil Nicole Oresme (also of the 
Sorbonne); both used the word 
"impetus" for what we call "inertia'. 
The work of Buridan-Oresme was 
slowly developed in European 
universities for 350 years, by a series of 
intermediate philosophers (unearthed 
by Duhem) before being formulated in 
precise mathematical terms by 
Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, 
Descartes, Huygens and finally 
Newton. Duhem traced the source of 
Buridan's discovery to the theological 
imposition, by Etienne Tempier 
(Bishop of Paris), of the creation of the 
world, by God, "out of nothing, in 
time", on the teaching in the Sorbonne, 
in 1277. 

The second "detective" is the 
Hungarian physicist - philosopher - 
historian Prof, (and Fr.) Stanley Jaki 
(1924-present). Among his many 
books, he has published a magnificent 
account of ancient cosmologies (the 
exact reference is given below), putting 
all of this in perspective. 
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The Birth and Rise of Science 

(Questions and Answers): 

■ WHERE on) SCIENCE COME 
FROM? 

PARIS, FRANCE, ON 
MARCH 7th, 1277 A. D. 

■ WHAT HAPPENED ON THAT 
DAY? 

A CENSORSHIP OF PARTS OF 
ARISTOTLE. 

■ WHY WAS ARISTOTLE BEING 
TAUGHT AT THE SORBONNE? 

BECAUSE ST. THOMAS AQUINAS 
(DIED 1274 AD) HAD LARGELY 
RECONCILED THE PHILOSOPHY 
OF THIS GREAT PAGAN THINKER 
WITH CHRISTIANITY. 

■ WHO WAS THE CENSOR ? 

THE “QUALITY CONTROLLER” 
WAS ETIENNE TEMPIER (BISHOP 
OF PARIS). 

■ WHO WAS TEMPIER 
ANSWERABLE TO? 

THE UNIVERSAL SCHOLAR PETER 
OF SPAIN 
(POPE JOHN XXI) 

■ WHO WAS CENSORED ? 

THE TEACHERS AT THE 
SORBONNE, PARIS UNIVERSITY. 

■ WHAT DID THE CENSORSHIP 
CONSIST OF ? 

PRIMARILY, REPLACING 
ARISTOTLE'S DOCTRINE THAT 


THE UNIVERSE HAS ALWAYS 
EXISTED BY THE CREATION OF 
THE UNIVERSE FROM NOTHING A 
FINITE TIME AGO. 

■ WHAT WAS THE RESULT? 

A TRULY EPOCH MAKING 
DISCOVERY BY ONE OF THE 
RESULTING STUDENTS FROM 
THE "NEW GENERATION" OF THE 
SORBONNE, PROFESSOR JEAN 
BURIDAN. 

■ WHAT WAS THIS DISCOVERY? 
THE DISCOVERY OF NEWTOKS- 
LAW OF INERTIA, BY BURIDAN, 
ABOUT 1350 A. D. 

■ WHAT HAPPENED AFTER THAT? 
THE VIGOROUS AND DETAILED 
DEVELOPMENT OF BURIDAN’S 
IDEAS BY ms PUPIL, NICOLE 
ORESME (LATER, BISHOP OF 
LISIEUX), ABOUT 1360 A. D. 

■ AND AFTER THAT ? 

THE GRADUAL SPREADING, FOR 
ABOUT 300 YEARS, OF THE IDEAS 
OF BURIDAN AND ORESME, 
AROUND THE UNIVERSITIES OF 
EUROPE, ESPECIALLY 
SALAMANCA (SPAIN), COIMBRA 
(PORTUGAL) AND THE COLLEGIO 
ROMANO (ROME). 

■ WHAT WAS THE RESULT ? 
AFTER THE DISCOVERIES OF A 
SERIES OF INTERMEDIATE 
PHILOSOPHERS (NOTABLY 
LEONARDO DE VINCI), THE 
MATHEMATICALLY PRECISE 
EXPRESSION OF THESE IDEAS IN 
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THE WORK OF COPERNICUS, 
GALILEO, KEPLER, DESCARTES, 
HUYGENS AND, FINALLY, IN 
NEWTON'S “PRINCIPIA” 

(1687 A.D.) 

■ AND THE RESULT OF THAT ? 

THE RAPID DEVELOPMENT OF 
SCIENCE, LEADING TO ALL OF 
THE MARVELS (E.G. CARS, 
AEROPLANES, COMPUTERS, 
TELEVISIONS) WHICH WE SEE 
EVERYWHERE AROUND US 
TODAY. 

■ WHO DISCOVERED ALL THIS ? 
PHYSICIST-PHILOSOPHER- 
HISTORIANS PROF. PIERRE 
DUHEM (1861-1916) AND 
PROF. (AND FR.) STANLEY JAKI 
(1924 - PRESENT). 

■ WHY WAS I NOT TOLD ALL OF 
THIS BEFORE ? 

CENSORSHIP OF THE WORKS OF 
DUHEM - JAKI BY MODERN 
ACADEMIC HISTORIANS, 
SCIENTISTS AND PHILOSOPHERS. 

■ WHY THE MODERN 
CENSORSHIP ? 

THE MODERN CENSORS ARE 
AFRAID OF THE DOCTRINE THAT 
THE UNIVERSE WAS CREATED 
OUT OF NOTHING A FINITE TIME 
AGO. 

■ REMIND ME; WHAT WAS 
CENSORED IN PARIS IN 1277? 

PRIMARILY, ARISTOTLE'S 
DOCTRINE THAT THE UNIVERSE 
HAS ALWAYS EXISTED. 


■ WHAT DO THE PRESENT DAY 
ACADEMIC CENSORS BELIEVE ? 

THAT THE UNIVERSE HAS 
ALWAYS EXISTED. 

■ WHY DO THEY BELIEVE THAT? 
BECAUSE THEY THINK THAT 
THIS BELIEF REMOVES ANY 
NEED FOR A CREATOR OF THE 
UNIVERSE. 

Ancient Cosmological Beliefs 
and Bishop Etienne Tempier's 
Condemnations of March 7 th. 
1277 AD, Sorbonne. Paris, 
France. 

All of the major ancient civilisations 
held a whole series of beliefs which 
were totally opposed to orthodox 
Roman Catholicism. However, 
Catholicism has had a very chequered 
history, even after being thoroughly 
incorporated into the centre of the 
Roman Empire (from Constantine 
onwards). Only by the beginning of 
the second millennium did it become 
the dominant belief in Western 
Europe, and by 1200 AD, the teaching 
centre of Western Europe (the 
Sorbonne, Paris) was renowned for its 
orthodoxy. The ancient beliefs (with 
their meanings) were as follows: 

Eternalism: The belief that the 
world (universe) has always existed. 
Example: For Aristotle, this followed 
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from the proposition; "it is impossible 
to make something out of nothing." 

Animism: The belief that the 
universe is an animal. Example: 
Aristotle asks; "in the form of which 
animal is the world constructed?" 

Pantheism: The belief that the 
ultimate entity, and cause of all things 
which take place (i.e. "God") is the 
universe itself Example: Aristotle 
believed that the "heavens", including 
the stars, were divine, whereas the 
earth was not divine. 

Astrology: The belief that all 

earthly phenomena are influenced, or 
caused, by the movement of the stars. 
Aristotle subscribed to this, along with 
his pantheism. 

Cyclic History: All events in history, 
after a sufficiently long time interval 
(hundreds of thousands, or millions, of 
years; the exact time depends on the 
culture), will repeat exactly, and in the 
same order, and have already 
happened, infinitely often. This belief 
was derived from astrology and the 
cyclic movement of individual planets 
(which was supposed to result in exact 
repetitions of all planetary positions 
after sufficiently long periods). 
Example: Aristotle asserts that "There 
is no point in inventing new 
technological devices for the increased 
comfort of man, for all such devices 
have already been invented, infinitely 


often, in the past." This is hardly an 
encouragement to scientific research! 

In 1277 AD, Bishop Tempier issued a 
list of condemnations of 219 
propositions taken from the philosophy 
of Aristotle, and forbade their teaching 
in the Sorbonne (where the main 
philosophical teaching was from 
Aristotle). His condemnations 

included all of the above beliefs. 
Etemalism was replaced by the 
creation of the world, out of nothing, in 
time. The world was declared 
inanimate. God was declared separate 
from the world; He created the world 
from nothing. Astrology was 
forbidden. And the cyclic nature of 
history was replaced by a history 
starting at the creation point, and 
developing along a straight line (rather 
them a circle) since the creation. All of 
this was discovered by Pierre Duhem 
(1861-1916). 

Stanley Jaki (1924 - present) has 
undertaken a magisterial study of all 
the major ancient cultures, in his book 
"Science and Creation" (Scottish Academic 
Press, Revised Edition, 1986). In it, he 
shows the amazing degree of 
agreement between all of the major 
ancient cultures with the above beliefs 
of Aristotle, condemned by Tempier. 
He includes the Hindus, the Chinese, 
the Aztecs, the Egyptians, the 
Babylonians, and, of course, the 
ancient Greeks. In addition, he 
discusses the ancient Hebrews (from 
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the perspective that they eventually 
produced Christianity), and , the 
Muslims (who never quite succeeded in 
"getting the balance right" between 
their theology and Aristotle's 
philosophy; this prevented the birth of 
science among them). When 1 first 
read Jaki's book a few years ago, 1 
could hardly believe that the vast 
majority of people had held such 
beliefs for most of human history. 
However, a few simple questions to 
people from different cultures 
confirmed that, even today, many 
people still hold beliefs like the above 
(about cyclic history, for example). 
After these condemnations, a purified 
and Christianised version of Aristode 
(due, mainly, to St. Thomas Aquinas) 
was taught at the Sorbonne, leading, as 
we shall see, to probably the greatest 
dividends produced by any university 
before or since the 14th century 
Sorbonne. 

The Origin of the Belief that the 
Universe was Created "Out of 
Nothing, in Time" 

In order to explain how this belief 
started, it is essential to use a Catholic 
Bible. The historical reasons for this 
are touched on below. The Catholic 
Bible I quote from is the translation 
due to Msgr. Ronald A. Knox, 
Imprimatur 1954, London (Bums & 
Oates, MacMillan & Co. Ltd.) 1960. 
The first quote is just the first two 
sentences of the Old Testament 


(present in all Bibles, including 
Protestant ones). 

First Quote: 

"God, at the beginning of time, 
created heaven and earth. Earth was 
stiU an empty waste, and darkness 
hung over the deep; but already, over 
its waters, stirred the breath of God." 

(Gen l,Vs. 1-2) 

Here, at the very beginning of the Old 
Testament, the word ‘created’ means 
‘made’, in the sense that, for example, 
a potter makes a pot out of 
disorganised pre-existing material 
(clay). This is indicated in the second 
sentence, which refers to the 
pre-existing material. The author of 
Genesis 1 was not in any sense trying 
to teach physics, however, but asserting 
that everything was made by, and 
utterly dependent on, God. His 
method of doing this, for the simple 
people of his time, was, it seems, to 
portray God as the perfect workman. 
The whole of the Old Testament 
constantly reiterates the theme that 
everything was made by this perfect 
craftsman, and depends completely on 
Him. 

We have to wait until the very end of 
the Old Testament until a far more 
precise and exalted meaning is first 
given to God's creation of the world 
(universe). The book concerned is 
Machabees II, which recounts an 
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attempt to force the Jews to accept 
pagan customs of worship (to become 
Hellenic), especially by the king, 
Antiochus IV. This monster wanted to 
wipe Judaism from the face of the 
earth, very much in the style of Adolph 
Hider; he failed completely, thanks to 
the heroism and holiness of the 
Machabee brothers. 

In Machabees II, Chapter 7, the 
tale is told of a very holy and heroic 
mother of 7 sons, who encourages her 
sons to stick to the Jewish beliefs of 
dreir ancestors, even in the face of 
horrific tortures and death. The oldest 
son refuses to cat pork and leave the 
laws of his fathers. Antiochus IV has 
his tongue cut out, his scalp tom off, 
his hands and feet mutilated, before 
slowly roasting him to death on a hot 
cauldron of bronze, in full view of the 
rest of the family. Five more sons 
follow suit, all speaking frequently of 
God's mercy and of their resurrection 
to new life. We read of the amazing 
courage of the mother (whose name is 
not even recorded) as follows: 

Second Quote: 

"One by one, in the speech of her 
own country, she put heart into 
them; Into this womb you came, she 
told them, who knows how? Not I 
quickened, not I the breath of life 
gave you, not fashioned the bodies of 
you one by one! Man's birth, and the 
origin of all things, he devised who is 
the whole world’s Maker; and shall 


he not mercifully give the breath of 
life back to you, that for his laws sake 
hold your lives so cheap?" 

(Machabees II, Ch. 7, Vs. 21-23). 

Antiochus then promises wealth and 
happiness to the youngest son, if only 
he would deny his Jewish faith and 
blaspheme God, and tries to get the 
mother to support him in this. In reply, 
the mother leans over her last son to 
say (emphasis added by me): 

Third Quote: 

"And a fine trick she played on the 
bloodthirsty tyrant leaning over her 
son and counselling him in her own 
native speech, to this effect. Nine 
months in the womb 1 bote thee, 
three years at the breast fed thee, 
reared thee to be what thou art; and 
now, my son, this boon grant me. 
Look round at heaven and earth and 
all they contain; bethink thee that all 
this, and mankind too, God made 
out of nothing. Of this butcher have 
no fear; claim rightful share among 
thy brethren in yonder inheritance of 
death; so shall the divine mercy give 
me back all my sons at once." 
(Machabees II, Ch. 7, Vs 27-29) 

The youngest son then bravely suffers, 
worse than the rest, and finally the 
mother herself. All of this happened 
around 165 BC. In 90-92 AD, the 
Jewish Pharisees (at Jamnia) rejected 
nine books, including Machabees I and 
II, from their Old Testament, since 
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they found them too much in line with 
Greek culture and Christianity. In the 
sixteenth century, for similar 
anti-Christian reasons, the Reformers 
followed their example. As a result, this 
epoch making assertion of this brave 
and holy Jewish mother survived only 
in the Roman Catholic Church, where 
it eventually became a dogma (Rome, 
1215 AD, 4th Lateran Council), and 
finally, was definitely incorporated into 
the teaching at the centre of European 
learning (Paris, 1277 AD), about 1,400 
years after she said it! This, in turn, led 
to the birth of Modem Science. 
Frequently, Protestants assert that they 
are more "Biblical" than Catholics. 
But the above story, is a proof (among 
mciny others) that Catholics are the 
most Biblical people on earth! Another 
such proof is the Catholic belief in the 
transubstantiation (that is, the obvious 
interpretation of the words of Christ in 
the Gospels). This belief was 2 dso first 
defined at the 4th Lateran Council 
Rome, 1215 AD, against strong 
heretical attack from the Cathars. The 
trailsubstantiation, as is well known, is 
denied by the Protestants of today. 

It is particularly fascinating that, when 
modem science is carefully traced to its 
tme origin (the words of this heroic 
mother just before her death), this 
origin turns out to be completely 
feminine! Most scientists, throughout 
history, have been masculine, but this 
holy mother of seven sons derived her 
idea of "creation out of nothing" by 


analogy with the most feminine idea of 
all, namely, the creation, by God, of 
each new life, in the womb, from 
nothing. Modem feminists should take 
note; here we have a supreme example 
of the genius of women at its authentic 
very best. Modem feminists prefer to 
deny the tme nature of women, and try 
to make women identical to men in all 
respects. They are, in tmth, as a result 
of this crazy denial of the tmth about 
women, the very worst enemies of 
women. 
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The Main Physics 
Discoveries of Professor 
Jean Buridan, Logician, 
Philosopher, and Rector of the 
Sorbonne. 

Before Buridan, Aristotle had 
explained the motion of projectiles (for 
example, a ball moving through the 
air) in the following way. In travelling 
a small distzince, the ball clears the air 
to form a vacuum just behind it. But 
nature dislikes a vacuum, so other mr 
rushes in to fill the void just behind the 
ball. The rushing in of new air (or air 
closing behind the ball) imparts a push 
to the ball, causing it to travel forward. 

But the resulting travel causes the same 
phenomenon to repeat; a new vacuum 
tries to form, and the new closing air 
gives the ball a new push. This way, 
the ball moves continuously through 
the air, by means ot a continuous 
"pushing" from the air closing behind 
it. 

Buridtin's explanation was completely 
different, in a passage (written about 
1350 AD, in shorthand for his 
Sorbonne lecture notes): 

"One who wishes to jump a long 
distance drops back a way in order 
to run faster, so that by running he 
might acquire an impetus which 
would carry him a longer distance 
in the jump. Whence the person so 
running and jumping does not feel 
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the air (closing behind him) moving 
him, but rather feels the air in firont 
strongly resisting him." 

I have added the part in brackets for 
increased clarity for the modem 
reader; the rest is literally what is 
contained in Buridan's lecture notes for 
the Sorbonne students. 

The second Buridan passage, which 
follows on from the first one, makes it 
quite clear that, in making these 
(discoveries, Buridan was pondering the 
manner in which God created the 
world. Unlike projectiles on earth, 
Aristotle required, for celestial bodies, 
"intelligences" to push them constantly; 

“Also, since the Bible does not state 
that appropriate intelligences move 
the celestial bodies, it could be said 
that it does not appear necessary to 
posit intelligences of this kind, 
because it would be answered that 
God, when He created the world, 
moved each of the celestial orbs as 
he pleased, and in moving them He 
impressed in them impetuses which 
moved them without His having to 
move them any more except by the 
method of general influence 
whereby He concun as a co-agent 
in all things which take place; "for 
thus on the seventh day He rested 
fixtm all work which He had 
executed by committing to others 
the actions and the passions in 
turn." And these impetuses \^^ch 
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He impressed in the celestial bodies 
were not decreased nor corrupted 
afterwards, because there was no 
inclination of the celestial bodies for 
other movements. Nor was there 
resistance which could be 
corruptive or repressive of that 
impetus. But this I do not say 
assertively, but rather tentatively so 
that I might seek from the 
theological masters what they might 
teach me in these matters as to how 
these things ttike place.” 

Anyone with some knowledge of 
Newtonian physics (say, to A level 
standard) will recognise that these 
passages state the law of inertia 
("Newton's" first law of motion). It was 
precisely this law (of inertia) which was 
completely absent in all ancient 
cultures, and was the real starting point 
of modem science in Western Europe. 
Both of the above passages were 
deciphered by Pierre Duhem around 
1906, and published in his magnificent 
"System du Monde" (Vols 1 - 10), Paris, 
Hermann 1913-1959. We owe the full 
publication to the heroism of Pierre's 
daughter Helene Duhem. This heroic 
lady had to battle, almost single 
handedly, against a very hostile 
atheistic French academic and 
publishing establishment, who viewed 
Pierre's discoveries with extreme 
distaste, for about 40 years, before 
getting her beloved father's 
handwritten manuscripts into print. 
She did all this with no higher 


education at all; she simply loved and 
admired her Dad. In this respect, she 
resembles the heroine in the 
Machabees II story, who was 
motivated, above all else, by love of 
God and her family. 

Buridan's passages, just quoted above, 
are taken from Clagett's "The Science 
of Mechanics in the Middle Ages", 
Madison, Univ. of Wise., 1961. 
According to Duhem, Buridan's 
removal of Aristotle's "intelligences" is 
the real dividing line between Ancient 
and Modem Science. 

Dr. Patrick J. McCarthy is a 
mathematical physicist specialising 
mainly in Einstein's theory of 
General Relativity. He also has 
interests in theology, philosophy, the 
origin of science and medical ethics. 


The above article was published in the 
.\pril 2001 issue of the magazine "Christian 
Order”, and is available on the web, through 
this magazine. 

Dr. Patrick J. McCarthy 
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Guiding Principles 

of 

Daylight Origins Society 


"The Teaching Authority of the Church does not forbid 
that, in conformity with the present state of human 
sciences and sacred theology, research and discussions, 
on the part of men experienced in both fields, take place 
with regard to the doctrine of evolution, in as far as it 
inquires into the origin of the human body as coming 
from pre-existent and living matter - for the Catholic 
faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created 
by God. However this must be done in such a way that 
the reasons for both opinions, that is, those favourable 
and those unfavourable to evolution, be weighed and 
judged with the necessary seriousness, moderation and 
measure, and provided that all are prepared to submit 
to the judgement of the Church, to whom Christ has given 
the mission of interpreting authentically the 
Sacred Scriptures and of defending the dogmas of faith." 


Encyclical Letter: "Human! Generis", (1950) , Pope Pius 

XII. 


